Within the last two decades, a renaissance of the region as the main locus of innovation processes was observed in theoretical and empirical investigations as well as policy programs (KRUGMAN, 1991; FUJITA; THISSE, 2002; MASKELL; MALMBERG, 2002) . One non-intended and often criticized outcome of such spatial concentration is a growing disparity between regions in terms of economic and innovation capacity (KALDOR, 1970; ACS, 2002; CASTELLACI, 2006) . Consequently, several approaches have been introduced to overcome spatial barriers towards learning processes by "interregional or transregional institutional learning". With the relatively high level of diversity in Europe compared to other global areas, a bigger and more fruitful pool of ideas for successful institutions fostering regional growth and innovation is expected. The availability of knowledge on success regions and their strategies has been drastically improved in the last two decades with the help of European and national partnership programs, best practice reports, business consultancy products and publications (COOKE ET OECD, 2001 , EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2006 . These approaches took up relatively old ideas on policy diffusion among federal units and connected these concepts with systematic learning models based on joint monitoring and benchmarking processes (GRAY, 1973; DOLOWITZ; MARSH, 1996; SABEL, 1996 , Iurcovich et al., 2006 . But despite all these efforts, empirical evidence shows that disparities in economic performance between European regions (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2006a; CASTELLACI, 2006) . There is still a controversial discussion in the literature, whether this lack of success is caused by missing willingness to implement suitable interregional organizations for learning or by the general impossibility of interregional learning (GERTLER DODGSON; BESSANT, 1996) .
The following paper will deal with three main questions in this context: We will use the term "transregional learning" in contrast to interregional learning to stress that learning is an interactive process, which is not restricted to fixed sender-receiver positions, and that these processes are always integrating single persons or organizations as part of regions and not the whole regions. At the beginning, we will present a theoretical basis to understand the specificities and prerequisites of transregional institutional learning processes.
Transregional institutional learning: The theoretical perspective
The term transregional learning normally refers to two different types of knowledge: knowledge to be used for product and process innovations within organizations in different regions, and knowledge needed for the design and implementation of institutions on private and/or public level. Institutions include all formal and informal rules or habits established to reduce F o r P e e r R e v i e w O n l y the mutual uncertainty on the others' action in a certain context (NORTH, 1990) . This paper only deals with learning processes on the design, generation, implementation and effects of institutions. In many political programs and firm strategies, the term learning replaced older concepts of transferring knowledge or technology. The rationale behind this replacement was the realisation that the transfer metaphor was not able to integrate the context and tacit dimensions needed to actually understand the cognitive content of a message (SZULANSKI, 1996; AMIN; COHENDET, 2003; ASHEIM, 2002) . Furthermore, most concepts of transfer focused on one-way dimensions of knowledge exchange, which causes challenges of suitable incentives for the sender to share his/her knowledge with the receiver and for both parties to adjust their cognitive patterns to each other (see for the discussion on reverse [not interactive] knowledge transfer in multinational corporations ANDERSSON, 2003; PISCITELLO, RABBIOSI, 2006) .
Learning in general means conscious or sub-conscious processing of own or foreign experiences or creative ideas (ANDERSON, 1995; AKBAR, 2003) . As the set of individual experiences and ideas is limited, interactive processes with others open up new opportunities for learning.
Any successful learning requires adjustments of the individual knowledge base. On an individual knowledge processing level, learning psychology stresses the interaction between the individual and the environment (KUNDA, 1999) . Every individual is equipped with inherited cognitive patterns and experiences from former social contacts (LAUGHLIN, 1996; RIZZELLO, 2000 1991; BRUSONI; PRENCIPE, 2001 ). All these activities strive for the improvement of mutual cognitive understanding. Incentive barriers are caused by the lack of trust into the willingness of others to provide the best possible contributions to the interaction (NOOTEBOOM, 1998).
Organizational incentives include mutual assessments of contributions, internal promotion and sanction regimes. As learning outcomes are in most cases fuzzy and hard to define in explicit terms, a broad distinction of organizational learning at least provides four general types of learning outcomes (ARGYRIS; SCHÖN, 1996) : 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Only in few organizations, deutero loop learning has been achieved so far. As the development of new technologies, processes and products is more and more dependent on interaction during the process of knowledge generation, examination and exploitation, interorganizational learning processes got into the focus of many firms and research organizations (LANE TSAI, 2001) . Two different dimensions dominated schemes for these inter-organizational learning processes: The first and most common dimension is based on processing of benchmarking and best practice studies with the objective to look for solutions found in benchmark or best practice organisations to be investigated and transferred to other organizational contexts (BROWNE ET AL., 1995). The second approach stresses the exchange and joint development of tacit knowledge elements and looks for communities of practice and networks with members from different organizations (GRABHER, 2004; GIULIANI; BELL, 2005; HARTMANN, 2006) . By mutual exchange of experiences and joint searches for solutions, learning inputs for all participating organizations are expected. The investigation of the sources, emergence and evolutionary development of these network structures, however, is It is beyond the aim of this paper to assess the relevance of geographical proximity for learning and possible dangers of lock-in effects within close regional networks (HASSINK, 2005; BOSCHMA; FRENKEN, 2006) . For the theoretical understanding of interregional learning and the specificities of its requirements, it is more fruitful to take a look at possible alternatives to geographical proximity (GALLAUD; TORRE, 2004; BOSCHMA, 2005) . Candidates in the literature for such alternatives are temporary geographical proximity and particularly relational proximity, including social, institutional and cognitive proximity (LIYANAGE ET AL., 2007).
Temporary geographical proximity does not neglect the benefits of F2F communication and social control. The basic hypothesis behind this concept, however, is the expectation that it is sufficient to realise these benefits in a restricted time frame, e.g. during industrial conferences, fairs or project meetings (BATHELT; SCHULDT, 2005) . The learning partners can use these short-term communications to implement joint codes of interaction, which they then take further by contacts via Internet or telephone. These potentials of temporary geographical proximity are even more promising, if they can be based on elements of relational proximity. Relational proximity can be rooted in common professional backgrounds, which help to achieve cognitive proximity (DUPUY; TORRE, 2006) . For example, engineers from the same technological field might be able to correspond frankly without mis-perceptions, even if they are not located closely to each other. This common professional background can also lead to mutual trust, as the partners can refer to common professional norms without having joint formal frameworks. Social proximity is based on personal linkages based on joint education, social background or social events. Again, cognitive barriers are reduced by references to other communication codes and styles, and trust is based on the expectation that the personal relationships lead to a higher ranking of reputation. Institutional proximity covers joint formal or informal rules, which reduce the uncertainty on possible free-rider behaviour. For the reduction of cognitive barriers, the common institutional framework helps to create the basis for repeated long-distance communications within a standardised setting.
This general concept of learning can be applied to different forms of knowledge. In the context of transregional learning, the generated, diffused and communicated knowledge can include "content knowledge" referring to the content of new technologies, production processes or products, as well as "institutional knowledge" covering the capabilities to organise learning systems including the relevant actors, channels, rules and incentive schemes. In the following, we will take a look at three different strategies to generate transregional institutional learning systems: a transregional firm perspective, a transregional benchmarking perspective, and a transregional actors' network perspective.
The transregional firm perspective on institutional learning
For multinational firms, acting in different regional contexts belongs to usual challenges. The experiences with the Swedish-Swiss firm ABB and its complex decentralized structure still seem to be a warning for many managers to restrict organizational complexity and to keep the power in a centralized management. Hence, Airbus tries to develop deutero loop learning based on experiences at single locations.
For the interaction between the different regional settings, they use the organizational proximity of Airbus with joint formalised rules and organizational proximity (WINK, 2007) .
These flexible strategies seemed, however, restricted to those segments, where Airbus looks for advantages caused by diversity of technological knowledge in different organizations and sectors. In those segments, where Airbus focuses on specific competitive advantages, they neglect the regional institutional specificities and strengthen standardisation of knowledge interaction processes to increase the cognitive proximity of the integrated persons and organizations. One example for this is the "concurrent engineering" program, where engineers from different Airbus locations and selected supply organizations work simultaneously on concrete technological problems (LIYANAGE ET AL., 2007). The standardisation and formalization refers to the technological requirements (software etc.) as well as knowledge style and rules of interaction. These generalised rules for the whole multinational company underline the low relevance paid towards institutional specificities in the different regions involved. Airbus seems to trust in the dominating influence of cognitive and organizational proximity to maintain a joint learning atmosphere. For all organizations and actors being dependent on other forms of proximity (social, cultural, geographical), these restrictions lead to exclusion from joint knowledge processing. Summing up, multinational firms contributed so far only in a limited way towards transregional institutional learning. In most cases, the management rationality looks for strengthening the organizational proximity within the firms and the cognitive proximity via standardisation and formalisation. Only in those cases, when the multinational firms depend on learning processes within the regions, attempts to systematically process institutional experiences and adjustments towards the institutional specificities can be observed. the framing conditions for such a process and restricts a simple "copy-and-paste-mechanism" to process the experiences from best practises.
As a result, many benchmarking studies do not provide relevant information for the regions, as they compare regions with benchmarks, which emerged under completely different conditions, for example benchmarking of "learning regions" or "knowledge regions" regardless of agglomeration density, proximity to other regions and structures of qualifications. Other problems of benchmarking studies refer to performance indicators, which might not be relevant for the regions intending to learn, for example patent output in rural regions or share of employment in highly qualified business services in old-industrial regions. Considering the third mentioned prerequisite for successful "benchlearning", the actual impact of benchmarking studies on transregional institutional learning depends on the implementation into regional change processes. Only if there is an awareness of the regional decision-makers in firms, policy and associations, that changes are needed, and that experiences from other regions might help to structure this change process, the benchmarking information will find an addressee (HASSINK, 2005, on limits to those incentives within regional innovation networks). Within many European and national programs, regions are encouraged to follow recommendations from benchmarking studies without taking into account whether the regions are actually convinced by the result. Consequently, the impact is then restricted to formalised learning -formal announcements to change instruments of regional development -or single loop learning, which means simple imitation of the instrument without consideration of the regional differ- Here again, idealised institutional settings of "learning regions" or "regional innovation systems" are defined for the regions to apply without considering the usefulness in con- discussion of the role of those services for knowledge brokerage within a region). The quality of this brokerage service depends on the capability to adjust observations from successful regions to other regional circumstances. In most cases, the adjustment only refers to general models of knowledge specialisation, development of regional unique selling propositions, location marketing concepts and necessary infrastructure investments. The institutional dimension is often excluded from the adjustments, as idealised organizational settings are transferred between the consulted regions. As a consequence, the implementation of proposed strategies is hindered by the institutional structures.
Summing up, the benchmarking approaches often lack necessary tools and incentives to integrate institutional experiences and to initiate joint transregional learning processes. Therefore, simple imitations of best practises cause disappointing results for regions striving to catch up.
The option to extract more generalized knowledge on suitable institutional approaches for regional economic development and changes out of the benchmarking studies seemed to be too ambitious for transregional learning processes, as these required (double and deutero loop) learning skills are normally generated within learning organizations along long-term evolutionary processes with possibilities for individuals to investigate their own learning routines and strategies. Consequently, a report on regional benchmarking methodologies for mutual learning within the European network of innovating regions came to the recommendation to focus on benchmarking processes, where the regional actors themselves are involved to identify suitable benchmarks and indicators and are actually motivated to look for ways of improvement by comparing (IURCOVICH et al., 2006) . These experiences stress the role of an organizational umbrella for transregional learning activities. The strongest organizational linkages are given within those organizations, where regional institutions joined together to exchange experiences and act as gatekeepers for regional firms looking for contacts in other regions. Typical examples are innovation relay centres, business incubators and regional development agencies. The members of these networks often achieved a high level of cooperation due to similar functions and experiences strengthening the cognitive proximity. The main challenge, however, remains in the context of diffusion. Here, the impact is limited to concrete cases, where firms in the region see the benefits of contacts to and information about other regions. Regional representatives can try to rase the awareness for more international contacts, but without a clear market perspective these attempts remain limited in their impact (GIACHETTI, 2007; CAMPITELLI, 2007) . Consequently, the organizational umbrella can help to manage the interface between representatives in the different region, the actual diffusion of learning experiences, however, is limited to regions with emerging economic relationships.
Initiatives by the European Union, e.g. the support of urban networks to exchange best practises and look for common solutions (EUKN, 2006) and the network of innovating regions (EIR, 2007) , attempt to take up this idea of learning networks. Again, three prerequisites have to be considered. Firstly, the willingness to contribute to the network good "experiential knowledge" depends on the similarity of institutional needs within the regions, the exclusiveness of these benefits and the prevention of free-rider incentives by the network members. In the case of Hamburg-Midi Pyrenées, the urgent need for qualified staff within the aeronautics sector cause a high motivation within the big multinational firms and the public administration to look for suitable solutions. The specific case of Airbus as a multi-regional European firm strengthens the benefits of joint solutions, as apprentices with experiences in both regions can also contribute to the interregional learning strategy of this corporation. These circumstances lead to a relatively short-term visibility of benefits from transregional cooperation. Similarly, the experiences of the mutual learning platform within the European innovative regions network also stress the importance of awareness and motivation within the regions. The simple way to motivate via subsidies will only cause short-term activities, but actual investments in mutual understanding require a clear visibility of the direct use for daily business. In difference to the benchmarking dimension, where a more general idea, how to solve institutional needs, might be a product of the process, the cooperation to find a joint solution for a concrete problem reduces for the involved individuals the level of abstract understanding (Iurcovich et al., 2006 , also stress the need for early participation of the regions to have sufficient motivation for the use of benchmarking as a learning tool). Consequently, the actors can start the learning processes by jointly exploiting single loop learning processes out of imitations from experiences of the others and gradually extend the way, how to process the experiences along a concrete problem to finally reach a level of double and deutero loop learning (GRABHER, 2004 , on the relevance of learning along single projects).
Secondly, these learning experiences have to be framed within a general institutional umbrella. Here, the European integration processes with increasing levels of harmonisation of general institutional contexts, e.g. for qualification schemes and professional requirements, can act as a supporter to transregional learning processes, as all parties can refer to a common 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Here, the European programs should look for a more focused supply of data and instruments to raise the awareness for benchmarking within different types of regions. The more differentiated the tools will be the more obvious possible benefits from learn- 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60 
